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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

Claims 19-25 are witlidrawn from furtlier consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 
1 .142(b) as being drawn to a nonelected group and species, tliere being no allowable 
generic or linking claim. Election was made without traverse in the reply filed on 
September 4, 2007. 

Applicant's election of claims 1-18 in the reply filed on September 4, 2007 is 
acknowledged. Because applicant did not distinctly and specifically point out the 
supposed errors in the restriction requirement, the election has been treated as an 
election without traverse (MPEP § 818.03(a)). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-5, 10-12, and 14-16 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Kondo et al (US 2002/0042344 A1). 

Regarding claim 1 , Kondo et al teaches a catalytic converter system comprising: 
an upstream substrate having a first diameter and also having an upstream catalyst 
disposed thereon, wherein greater than or equal to 70 wt % of the upstream catalyst is 
disposed at a core of the upstream substrate, said core having a diameter less than or 
equal to 63% of said first diameter, wherein the weight percent is based on a total 
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weight of the upstream catalyst disposed on the upstream substrate (see paragraphs 
0072-0074 and figures 1-2), where a solution which contains the catalyst component is 
caused to flow through the middle portion A of the carrier, so as to deposit from 50% to 
80% of the total quantity of catalyst therein and the cross-section of the gas inlet S 
corresponds to the diameter d, which is smaller than diameter D; portion A (core) is 1 .1 
to 2 times the cross-section S, such that the diameter of portion a (core) is 1.1 to 2 
times diameter d, such that at it's smallest portion A's diameter would be 52.4% of the 
overall diameter. 

Claim 2 depends on claim 1 such that the reasoning used to reject claim 1 will be 
used to reject the dependent portions of the claim. 

Regarding claim 2, Kondo et al teaches a catalytic converter system wherein the 
upstream substrate is configured to receive greater than or equal to 60% of an exhaust 
flow volume through the core (see paragraph 0073), where 90% or more of the gas is 
purified in portion A. 

Claim 3 depends on claim 2 such that the reasoning used to reject claim 2 will be 
used to reject the dependent portions of the claim. 

Regarding claim 3, Kondo et al teaches a catalytic converter system wherein the 
upstream substrate is configured to receive greater than or equal to 70% of the exhaust 
flow volume through the core (see paragraph 0073), where 90% or more of the gas is 
purified in portion A. 

Claims 4-5 and 10-1 1 depend on claim 1 such that the reasoning used to reject 
claim 1 will be used to reject the dependent portions of the claims. 
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Regarding claim 4, Kondo et al teaches a catalytic converter system wherein a 
close-couple converter comprises the upstream substrate (see figure 10 (b) and 
paragraph 0093). 

Regarding claim 5, Kondo et al teaches a catalytic converter system wherein the 
upstream substrate Is a rounded substrate (see figure 1). 

Claim 10 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, In the alternative, 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Kondo et al (US 2002/0042344 Al). 

Regarding claim 10, Kondo et al is silent regarding a catalytic converter system 
wherein In the system is capable of obtaining a light-off in less than or equal to 25 
seconds. 

However, the catalytic converter system of Kondo et al constructed such that the 
exhaust is concentrated in the middle portion (core) where the quantity of total catalyst 
Is concentrated (see paragraphs 0073-0074) such that the system is capable of 
obtaining a light-off in less than or equal to 25 seconds. 

In the alternative, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to obtain a light-off in less than or equal to 25 
seconds, since It has been held that where the general conditions of a claim are 
disclosed In the prior art, discovering the optimum or workable ranges involves only 
routine skill In the art (see MPEP 2144.05 (ll-A). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Kondo et al teaches a catalytic converter system further 
comprising a downstream substrate in fluid communication with an upstream substrate, 
wherein the downstream substrate comprises a downstream catalyst disposed thereon. 
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wherein greater than or equal to 60 wt % downstream catalyst is distributed at a bulk of 
the downstream substrate (see paragraph 0093). 

Claims 12 and 16 depend on claim 11 such that the reasoning used to reject 
claim 1 1 will be used to reject the dependent portions of the claims. 

Regarding claim 12, Kondo et al teaches a catalytic converter system wherein 
greater than or equal to 80 wt % of the downstream catalyst is distributed at the bulk of 
the downstream substrate (see paragraph 0093). 

Regarding claim 16, Kondo et al teaches a catalytic converter system wherein 
the upstream substrate and the downstream substrate are disposed in a housing, 
wherein a gap is disposed between the upstream substrate and the downstream 
substrate sufficient to create turbulent flow in the exhaust fluid prior to entering the 
downstream substrate (see paragraph 0093 and figure 10(b)). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 
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4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 6 and 17-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kondo et al (US 2002/0042344 A1 ). 

Claim 6 depends on claim 1 such that the reasoning used to reject claim 1 will be 
used to reject the dependent portions of the claim. 

Regarding claim 6, Kondo et al teaches a catalytic converter system wherein 
greater than or equal to 50 wt % of the upstream catalyst is disposed at a reduced core 
having a diameter less than or equal to 52.4% of an overall diameter of the upstream 
substrate (see paragraphs 0072-0074 and figures 1-2), where a solution which contains 
the catalyst component is caused to flow through the middle portion A of the carrier, so 
as to deposit from 50% to 80% of the total quantity of catalyst therein and the cross- 
section of the gas inlet S corresponds to the diameter d, which is small than diameter D; 
portion A (core) is 1.1 to 2 times the cross-section S, such that the diameter of portion a 
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(core) is 1.1 to 2 times diameter d, such that at its smallest portion A's diameter would 
be 52.4% of the overall diameter. 

Kondo et al does not teach a reduced core having a diameter less than or equal 
to 44% of an overall diameter of the upstream substrate. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have a reduced core having a diameter less than or equal to 
44% of an overall diameter of the upstream substrate, since it has been held that where 
the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum 
or workable ranges involves only routine skill in the art (see MPEP 2144.05 (ll-A). 

Claim 17 depends on claim 16 such that the reasoning used to reject claim 16 
will be used to reject the dependent portions of the claim. 

Claim 18 depends on claim 17 such that the reasoning used to reject claim 17 
will be used to reject the dependent portions of the claim. 

Regarding claims 17-18, Kondo et al teaches a catalytic converter system with a 
gap between two substrates in the same housing (see figure 10(b) and paragraph 
0093). 

Kondo et al does not teach that the gap is up to about 20 mm in length or about 
10 mm to about 20 mm in length. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have the gap is up to about 20 mm in length or about 10 mm to 
about 20 mm in length, since it has been held that where the general conditions of a 
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claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum or workable ranges 
involves only routine skill in the art (see MPEP 2144.05 (ll-A). 

Claims 8-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kondo et al (US 2002/0042344 A1).as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Myer eta! (US 6,454,317 B1). 

Claim 8 depends on claim 1 such that the reasoning used to reject claim 1 will be 
used to reject the dependent portions of the claim. 

Regarding claim 8, Kondo et al teaches a catalytic converter wherein an 
upstream converter comprises the upstream substrate, an inlet end, and an outlet end 
(see figures 1-2) 

Kondo et al does not teach the inlet end comprises an end plate. 

Myers et al teaches a catalytic converter system wherein the inlet end comprises 
an end plate (see Abstract and figures 4-5). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Kondo et al with the teachings of Myers 
et al such that the inlet end comprises an end plate to lower exhaust system repair 
costs since the end plate is not permanently fixed to the structure. 

Claim 9 depends on claim 8 such that the reasoning used to reject claim 8 will be 
used to reject the dependent portions of the claim. 

Regarding claim 9, Kondo et al does not teach a catalytic converter system 
wherein an exhaust conduit is coupled to the end plate at an angle .theta. of about 90 
degrees to a face of the end plate. 
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Myers et al teaches a catalytic converter system wherein an exhaust conduit is 
coupled to the end plate at an angle .theta. of about 90 degrees to a face of the end 
plate (see Abstract and figures 4-5). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Kondo et al with the teachings of Myers 
et al such that the inlet end comprises an end plate to lower exhaust system repair 
costs since the end plate is not permanently fixed to the structure. 

Claims 7 and 13-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kondo et al (US 2002/0042344 Al ).as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view 
of Ito et al (US 2002/0025381 Al). 

Claim 7 depends on claim 6 such that the reasoning used to reject claim 6 will be 
used to reject the dependent portions of the claim. 

Regarding claim 7, Kondo et al teaches a catalytic converter system wherein 
greater than or equal to 30 wt % of the upstream catalyst is disposed at a reduced core 
having a diameter greater than or equal to 52.4% of the overall diameter of the 
upstream substrate (see paragraphs 0072-0074 and figures 1-2), where a solution 
which contains the catalyst component is caused to flow through the middle portion A of 
the carrier, so as to deposit from 50% to 80% of the total quantity of catalyst therein and 
the cross-section of the gas inlet S corresponds to the diameter d, which is smaller than 
diameter D; portion A (core) is 1 .1 to 2 times the cross-section S, such that the diameter 
of portion a (core) is 1.1 to 2 times diameter d, such that at it's smallest portion A's 
diameter would be 52.4% of the overall diameter. 
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Kondo et al does not teach a catalytic converter system wherein greater than or 
equal to 30 wt % of the upstream catalyst is disposed at a second reduced core having 
a diameter less than or equal to 30% of the overall diameter of the upstream substrate. 

Ito et al teaches a second catalytic converter with a second upstream catalyst 
substrate (see figure 2, elements 41 and 51). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Kondo et al with the teaching of Ito et al 
for improved purification of the exhaust gas by the additional of a second catalytic 
converter with a second upstream substrate. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have a reduced core having a diameter less than or equal to 
30% of an overall diameter of the upstream substrate, since it has been held that where 
the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum 
or workable ranges involves only routine skill in the art (see MPEP 2144.05 (ll-A). 

Claim 13 depends on claim 1 1 such that the reasoning used to reject claim 1 1 
will be used to reject the dependent portions of the claim. 

Regarding claim 13, Kondo et al does not teach a catalytic converter system 
further comprising an under-floor converter comprises the downstream substrate. 

Ito et al teaches a catalytic converter system further comprising an under-floor 
converter comprises the downstream substrate (see figure 2, elements 41 and 51). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Kondo et al with the teaching of Ito et al 
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for improved purification of the exhaust gas by the additional of a second catalytic 
converter with a second upstream substrate. 

Claim 14 depends on claim 13 such that the reasoning used to reject claim 13 
will be used to reject the dependent portions of the claim. 

Regarding claim 14, Kondo et al does not disclose a catalytic converter system 
wherein the under floor converter comprises an inlet portion configured to cause 
turbulent flow in the downstream substrate. 

Ito et al teaches a catalytic converter system wherein the under floor converter 
comprises an inlet portion configured to cause turbulent flow in the downstream 
substrate (see figure 2, elements 41 and 51). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Kondo et al with the teaching of Ito et al 
for improved purification of the exhaust gas by the additional of a second catalytic 
converter with a second upstream substrate. 

Claim 15 depends on claim 14 such that the reasoning used to reject claim 14 
will be used to reject the dependent portions of the claim. 

Regarding claim 15, Kondo et al teaches a catalytic converter system wherein 
the inlet portion comprises an end cone (see figure 2). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, see Remarks, page 13, lines 10-14, filed January 29, 
2008, with respect to objections of the disclosure have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. The objections of disclosure have been withdrawn. 
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Applicant's arguments, see Remarks, page 13, lines 15-19, filed January 29, 
2008, with respect to objections to claims 8 and 15 have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. The objections of claims 8 and 15 have been withdrawn. 

Applicant's arguments, see Remarks, page 13, line 20 through page 14, line 4, 
filed January 29, 2008, with respect to 1 12,second paragraph, rejection of claim 14 
have been fully considered and are persuasive. The 112, second paragraph, rejection 
of claim 14 has been withdrawn. 

Applicant's arguments, see Remarks, page, 14, line 5 through page 15, line 21, 
filed January 29, 2008, with respect to the rejection(s) of clalm(s) 1 -1 8 under 1 03(a) 
have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been 
withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made 
in view of Kondo et al (US 2002/0042344 1A1), Myers et al (US 6,454,317 B1), and Ito 
et al (US 2002/0025281 Al). 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Fischer et al (US 2004/0005250 Al), Foster et al (US 
2002/0057998 A1), and Yamamoto et al (US 2002/0197192 A1). 

Any Inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to NATASHA YOUNG whose telephone number Is 
(571)270-3163. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs 7:30am-6:00pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Walter Griffin can be reached on 571-272-1447. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

NY 

/Walter D. Griffin/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1797 



